When doing research among vulnerable populations, researchers are obliged to protect their subjects from harm. We will argue that traditional ethical guidelines are not sufficient to do this, since they mainly focus on direct harms that can occur: for example, issues around informed consent, fair recruitment and risk/harm analysis. However, research also entails indirect harms that remain largely unnoticed by research ethical committees and the research community. Indirect harms do not occur during data collection, but in the analysis of the data, and how the data is presented to the scientific and wider societal community. Highly stigmatized research subjects, like substance-dependent parents, are especially at risk of encountering indirect harm, because the prejudice against them is so persistent. In this paper we discuss two forms of indirect harm.
| T YPE S OF HARM
Research participants from stigmatized vulnerable populations face three types of harm: traditional ethical issues, ethics in action and indirect harms. When doing research among vulnerable, highly stigmatized populations (like substance-dependent parents), specific protective measures are required in order to provide adequate protection and reduce the risk of any further harm. set up according to sound methodological standards ensuring scientific validity. Ethical review boards also check that participants face an adequate risk-benefit balance, provide free and informed consent, have their privacy protected and get recruited fairly. Under these conditions participants are considered sufficiently protected against undue harm and researchers may expect ethics approval to conduct their projects unimpeded.
Despite its broad implementation, this system of ethics approval has been criticized for a number of reasons. A major criticism is that it would be unfit to evaluate certain kinds of research, most prominently qualitative research projects covering interviews and observational studies. 4 Many ethical challenges cannot be anticipated in advance, but become apparent only concomitantly with research, or even retrospectively. 5 This requires an 'ethics in action ', 6 in which researchers actively analyse and are ready to respond to possible ethical hazards rather than relying solely on approvals received beforehand. Holland and colleagues, for example, noticed that the child of a substance-dependent parent got very upset during an interview.
Upon direct engagement they found that the child had mistaken the scientist for a social worker coming to take him away. 7 Such unintended and unforeseen harm to participants and family members is typical of qualitative research; it requires continuous attention and an immediate rectifying reaction independent of the research protocol and ethics approval.
Apart from these two direct harms (traditional anticipated research ethical issues and issues that occur during data collection),
we will argue that indirect harms also occur, and that these are often overlooked.
First described by Munthe and colleagues, 8 two types of indirect harm occur that current ethical standards are not sufficient to cover.
The first type consists of harm from the implications of the study's findings. Although research ethics is mostly concerned with preventing harm done during the phase of data collection, it is interesting to question whether ethical concerns should be expanded to unintended burdens that may occur even after the research is finished, for example due to policy changes that follow from the results of the study.
This type of harm most likely occurs in cases where research participants pose a risk to a third party, for example substance-dependent parents might pose a risk to their children. Researchers can then face a role dilemma. On the one hand they have the obligation to protect their participants from undue harm. But on the other hand cluded. However, doing research in such a value-laden field involves these risks. 16 The very fact that researchers are part of a community that holds serious prejudices against substance-abusing parents can directly influence how they question such parents, report results and interpret statements.
An example of research bias against substance-using parents, can be found in the so-called 'crack-baby' studies in the 1990s.
Grave concerns about the effects maternal crack use had on fetuses resulted in studies that indeed revealed deficits in babies prenatally exposed to crack cocaine. However, when studies compared 'crack babies' to other babies from low socioeconomic backgrounds with a low birthweight, it turned out that 'crack babies' did not perform worse. Broader life circumstances including poverty and racial dis- 
| IMPLI CIT NORMATIVE J UDG EMENTS IN RE S E ARCH REP ORTS
The idea for this article emerged when we were studying the literature on substance-dependent parents for another project. We selected a wide range of articles on substance-using parents for our literature exploration. When reading these articles, we came across many implicit judgements made by researchers in otherwise thoughtful articles. Such normative judgements do not directly follow from the data presented but rather reflect unconscious or prereflective assumptions of the researchers themselves. We decided to collect these normative judgements in a separate file, and found at the end of our literature exploration that we identified many more text passages containing implicit normative judgements of researchers than we expected beforehand.
We want to emphasize that our analysis of the studies might give a distorted view of the papers. In general the research is done thoroughly and the language is non-judgemental and non-stigmatizing, except in the few places that we highlight. We believe that the possible harm done is unintended and unknown. This shows how easily normative judgements slip in when doing research among highly stigmatized groups. It is, therefore, important to raise awareness of these indirect harms done to vulnerable research participants in order to improve the situation of participants and support the research community. We finalize our analysis with several recommendations on how to recognize and avoid such indirect long-term research harms and burdens.
Below are examples of these normative judgements, with indirect harms outlined as well as suggestions as to which implicit biases were in effect. 
| MAK ING E XPLI CIT THE LINK B E T WEEN DEFI CIENT PARENTING AND SUBS TAN CE DEPENDEN C Y
The relationship between deficient parenting and substance dependency is complex. Although it is estimated that 50-80% of child welfare cases involve parental substance abuse, 23 this is mediated by several other social and personal factors like poverty, mental illness and domestic violence. 24 However, most articles implicitly assume a relationship between deficient parenting and substance abuse.
25
Valentine and Treloar 26 argue that 'it is only rarely that the meaning of "alcohol or other drug issues" is examined in the context of parenthood'. Taylor and Kroll warn that researchers risk 'making unfounded connections and assumptions between chronic substance misuse and problems in parenting', 27 reducing the complexity into a causal connection.
The following quote about whether the social network of substance-dependent parents can support them in their parenting tasks shows this implicit connection between substance use and bad parenting:
There are now also concerns about whether grandparents will be able to care for grandchildren as some of these grandparents will themselves be substance users or have been substance users in the past.
28
Russell, however, does not explain why grandparents who have been substance users in the past would be unable to take care of their grandchildren now. An underlying assumption may be that addiction is untreatable-once an addict always an addict. Alternatively they may assume that addiction is so devastating that even addicts who become clean will never be able to fulfill certain tasks and responsibilities. A clear understanding of the meaning of 'substance usage' and its long-term consequences would help to clarify this point and explain rather than assume the unfitness of previous substance users as caregivers.
In their study of the practices of parents with mental illness and addiction, van der Ende and colleagues state: 'In general, parenting varies from so-called "good enough parenting" to "problematic par- 25 Victor and colleagues (2018) have outlined that many child welfare agencies do not consider parental substance misuse in and of itself to constitute child maltreatment, but require harm or threat of harm to be present in order for parental substance misuse to meet the official threshold for abuse or neglect. However, when analysing 501,060 substantiation decisions, of cases in which the reported maltreatment was not linked to parental substance misuse, they found that identified parental substance misuse nearly tripled the probability of substantiation. They suspect a bias from child welfare workers against these families. It seems that the bias against these families is ingrained in many levels of society.
Victor, B. G., Grogan-Kaylor, A., Ryan, J. P., Perron, B. E., & Gilbert, T. 
| DOUBTING THE TRUS T WORTHINE SS OF THE RE S E ARCH SUBJEC TS
tice, and occurs when 'a speaker receives an unfair deficit of credibility from a hearer owing to prejudice on the hearer's part'. 38 The result is that the subject, although possessing first-person knowledge on the topic, is not taken sufficiently seriously in the process of knowledge formation.
Reports emphasize the importance of taking into account the voices of substance-dependent parents, currently missing in the debate, 39 but simultaneously they structurally doubt the trustworthiness of their respondents:
Important to note before turning to the findings is that this study focuses on women's stories about their mothering practices and not on their actual practices.
40
The research therefore benefited from an important, privileged and (we hope) honest insight into the dayto-day lives of parents who use drugs. (2004) were not executed. around their children, but due to craving still do so. The researchers seem to opt for the first, moral, explanation: subjects explicitly and repeatedly state that they do not value drinking around their children only because of social desirability bias rather than because they have separate wants and values.
| INTERPRE TING AMB IVALEN CE IN THE S TORIE S OF RE S E ARCH SUBJEC TS
In the second example the researcher considers any ambivalence as a sign of untrustworthiness or inconsistency:
Even talking retrospectively, Emily's account was contradictory. At one point Emily claimed the drugs were the priority and controlled her life, later Emily claimed she had the control over the drugs by having a routine in her use. For example, Emily tried implementing a boundary to her crack use, she set a time before which she would not start smoking crack, almost self-reassurance that she had some control over the crack. . 46 An example of epistemic injustice can also be found in the following quote. When research subjects explicitly try to distinguish themselves from the prevelant stigmatized image that they encounter, the researchers label them 'in denial', rather then exploring their different view, or providing evidence of why they think the subjects resemble the stigmatized image rather than their own description of themselves: 'It was clear that John and Matthew rejected the negative stereotypes of drug users. Matthew appears to not want to be labelled in this negative way. John similarly draws a distinction between himself and other users: "I've never been desperate, I've never been a desperate drug taker."
Matthew and John were conscious of how they were viewed by society. The participants tried to draw distinctions between themselves and other drug users which could perhaps be attributed to a lack of acceptance and denial of the position they were in.' Melhuish, op.
cit. note 39, p. 206. Understanding the contexts, risks, and rewards of alcohol consumption for parents. Society, 96(3) , 231.
Families in
alter throughout the day. In either case, the report would contain no contradiction, but a fair description of different situations at different times.
Researchers' struggle with perceived or real ambivalence is a sign of epistemic injustice. Fricker calls this hermeneutic injustice, which occurs when a researcher fails to understand a certain social phenomenon due to a lacuna in the collective understanding of the phenomenon. The result is that interpretations are structurally prejudiced, and respondents are not heard. 51 Instead of asking their respondents to explain the ambivalence, the researchers assume that they are untrustworthy.
Implicit normative judgements can lead to depreciating interpretations of ambivalent research findings, yet the opposite can also occur. Often, researchers cannot unambiguously reveal which interpretation of specific respondents' reporting on the situation is most apt.
However, in order to prevent indirect harm to research participants both pejorative and euphemizing interpretations must be avoided.
Research reports should explicitly remain open-minded and offer various relevant scenarios to avoid biased assumptions. We acknowledge that this is especially hard in such morally loaded research contexts.
| WAYS OUT AND RECOMMENDATI ON S
The problems described above occur because of implicit normative judgements held by researchers. Thus researchers are neither conscious of their own judgements, nor do they intentionally report, or omit, research findings in a misleading way. Given that all people hold a variety of implicit biases, it would be inadequate to blame researchers for having what is a psychological fact of life. Consequently, working in a morally loaded territory, such as substance-dependent parenting, is particularly challenging in this respect. However, there are things researchers can do to try to counteract their implicit judgements.
In the following, we would like to recommend ways to become aware of bias and then avoid pejorative or whitewashing assumptions. This will both reduce indirect harm inflicted on parents who take part in research projects, and improve the quality of research reporting. These recommendations are not only relevant for researchers, but also for peer reviewers.
Regarding unfounded assumptions connecting insufficient parenting with substance abuse, we recommend both explicitly defining substance abuse, and explicating the connection between substance abuse and insufficient parenting. Forrester and Harwin outline how defining substance dependency is also important for examining our own implicit normative assumptions:
[ 56 We acknowledge that we didn't define substance abuse either in this study.
when stating that self-report is untrustworthy. Reasons to doubt subjects' testimony should be clearly outlined.
Regarding the third risk, several exemplar studies show how researchers can interpret the ambivalence within the stories of research subjects without relying on implicit or explicit normative judgements. Barnard argues that one should not look for an 'objectified definitive "truth"', 57 but should study the processes involved, even when accounts are contradictory. Phases of use should get distinguished to this end. Rhodes and colleagues demonstrate the fruitfulness of this approach. They have parents outline the effectiveness of their harm-reduction strategies, especially how these were adjusted as their children aged. These in-depth interviews give detailed insight into how parents tried to limit the damage, and how this did not always work. 58 This gave a more realistic view of the struggle of substance-dependent parents in contrast to a more binary approach (parents have control or they don't). Another method is for researchers simply to ask subjects to explain ambivalence. Asking subjects to validate the analysis once it is done is also beneficial. 59 When encountering ambivalence in the respondents' stories, researchers should be cautious about interpretation. Does ambivalence reflect their own expectations of what the subjects would say?
Or can subjects explain what researchers perceive as ambivalence?
Researchers should be aware of their own normative agenda 60 and that different stages of use involve different levels of control.
| CON CLUS ION
When studying vulnerable, highly stigmatized groups, complex ethical issues arise beyond those that aim at avoiding direct harm.
Indirect harms occur: namely subjects can be harmed by how they are represented in research reporting. Even representing our subjects in an objective matter can still lead to unfair stigma. It is difficult to perform research in such morally laden territory. Although researchers aim at improving the care for these families, all too easily, normative assumptions seep into their research, resulting in further stigmatization of addicted parents, further aggravating the problems these parents face.
In this article, we highlight some of the implicit normative judgements made by researchers on parental substance abuse. We discuss: (a) the importance of defining substance abuse and making explicit the influence of substance abuse on parental capacities; (b) how to handle the trustworthiness of self-report; and (c) how to deal with ambivalence in respondent's stories. We offer some advice on how these normative judgements can be avoided. We think our findings are also relevant for studies among other vulnerable groups.
We also challenge current research ethical frameworks that mostly focus on the protection from undue harms and burdens during the phase of data collection and while study procedures are taking place.
Our findings reveal that harm or burdens can also be inflicted on research participants in the long term, that is, long after data collection has been completed. Such indirect burdens can arise from the way in which research findings get presented and published by academic authors. In order to ensure that research is done in an ethical way, researchers involved in research with addicted parents, and probably also other vulnerable groups, should pay attention not only to the protection of participants while the study goes on, but also keep their interests in mind in the long run. This, however, requires that researchers extend their ethical attitudes beyond what current research ethical guidelines expect from ethical research and ethical researchers.
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